Programs aimed at reducing the presence of unauthorised immigrants are often at the core of the migration policy debate in host countries. In recent years, a growing body of empirical literature has attempted to understand the effect of lacking legal status on immigrants' outcomes and behaviour. The main difficulties in this field are the scarcity of data and the identification challenge posed by endogenous selection into legal status. The vast majority of these articles have therefore used amnesty programs (or similar policy changes) to establish causal relationships. In this paper, we propose a first systematic review of the empirical literature for the US and Europe on the impact of legal status on different immigrants' outcomes. We then present some new evidence of the relationship between labour market outcomes and legal status in the Italian context. In our empirical analysis, we first provide some descriptive evidence on differences in the outcomes for groups with different residence statuses, and we then exploit a specific amnesty programme to produce causal estimates of the impact of legal status. Our results confirm previous findings in the literature and show that the design of the specific amnesty analysed matters in shaping its effects.
Introduction
An estimated population of 11.5 million undocumented immigrants that currently reside in the US (Hoefer et al. (2012)) waits to learn what their futures will be. Are they bound to become legal permanent residents -or even citizens -in the US, or are they doomed to remain "in the shadows" of American society for years to come? Proponents of general amnesty stress the urgency of recognising the contribution provided by this population to the US economy and society: becoming full members of the US nation would allow these immigrants to enjoy the benefits (civil rights, access to the welfare state, etc.) and to bear the costs (mainly through taxation) of that membership. In the views of those that oppose amnesty, instead, such a policy would reward law-breaking behaviour, reveal the intertemporal inconsistency of the US migration policy and attract even larger inflows of undocumented immigrants in the future. A heated debate on the opportunity to establish general amnesty has continued for years in the US Congress and Senate, and it seems to remain far from a final settlement. It is indeed a politically difficult decision to make. The quality of life of millions of immigrants (and of their families abroad) is at stake, but political stances on how unauthorised immigrants should be considered -and thus treated -diverge widely.
All sides in this debate, however, share a fairly limited knowledge of the consequences of lacking legal status for immigrants' outcomes and behaviour and a relatively narrow understanding of the possible impact of general amnesty for legalised immigrants and the rest of the population. Indeed, as we discuss in this paper, this is an area in which economic research has only recently started to provide answers and in which many important aspects remain completely unexplored. For instance, there is a great deal of descriptive evidence that compares labour market outcomes of documented and undocumented immigrants, generally showing that the latter are more disadvantaged than the former. What really matters for policy, though,
is understanding to what extent these observed differentials are due to a causal effect of legal status or rather to the differences in the process of self-selection into legal status. Indeed, only 1 a causal parameter would tell us what changes we can reasonably expect to observe by granting general amnesty or by offering some alternative pathway to legalisation to undocumented immigrants. Furthermore, legal residence status may produce effects beyond the labour market and affect, for instance, criminal behaviour, consumption and remitting decisions or the health status of immigrants: these dimensions have high political relevance but have received little attention from researchers to date. The policy and academic debate also needs to focus more on the fact that there are many alternative ways to grant legal status to immigrants. Existing research has completely overlooked the role played by alternative designs of legalisation programs in shaping the effects produced by legal status (see Devillanova et al. (2014) for an exception). Moreover, the literature still needs to fully understand how general equilibrium effects generated by one-time mass legalisation programs may alter the overall impact of granting legal status with respect to schemes that, for instance, permanently allow individuals who meet specific requirements to become legal residents.
The paper has the following structure. Section 2 describes the theoretical framework, summarising all mechanisms linking legal status and immigrants' outcomes that have been proposed in the literature -and discuss the empirical challenges this literature faces. In section 3, we review the existing empirical literature for the US and Europe on the impact of legal status on labour market outcomes (3.1), immigrants' crime (3.2) and other outcomes such as remittances and consumption (3.3). In section 4, we present some new evidence on the relationship between labour market outcomes and legal status in the Italian context: we first provide some descriptive evidence on differences in outcomes for groups with different residence statuses, and we then exploit a specific amnesty programme to produce arguably causal estimates. We describe the institutional setting and the amnesty in section 4.1, while data and descriptive statistics are discussed in section 4.2. In section 4.3, we explain our empirical strategy and we present and interpret our estimation results in section 4.4. Some concluding remarks are included in the final section 5. 2
Theoretical Framework and Empirical Challenges
Why should we expect legal status to matter to immigrants? Most of the discussion on potential channels in the literature has centred around labour market outcomes. Several mechanisms have been discussed, and we summarise them here in no particular order.
First, unauthorised immigrants are often constrained to certain segments of the labour market in which their illegal status is easily hidden or ignored. Legalisation may thus provide them with increased labour market mobility, expanding their opportunities for employment into occupations and sectors that were unaccessible to them as undocumented immigrants (Kossoudji & Cobb-Clark (2000) ). As a consequence, immigrants should find better job matches that pay higher returns for their qualifications, skills and working experience (Bratsberg et al. (2002) ). 1 Second, legal status generally provides access to welfare provisions, unemployment benefit schemes and public assistance programs, improving immigrants' outside options in the labour market. The consequent increase in their reservation wages will potentially reduce their labour supply and allow them to spend more time in unemployment while looking for better employment opportunities. From the point of view of employers, the cost of employing legalised immigrants increases if eluding payroll taxes and social security contributions becomes more difficult. Third, when gaining legal status, immigrants cease being exposed to the hazard of migration authorities enforcement. The fear of being arrested and deported may make it difficult and risky to search for alternative wage offers, inducing undocumented immigrants to lower their reservation wages and accept the first available offer. The risk of enforcement makes job matches with undocumented immigrants inherently unstable, reducing their value and the incentives to invest in training for both employees and employers. Moreover, wages offered to undocumented immigrants will be discounted by the expected fine employers may have to pay if these employers are caught employing undocumented workers. Fourth, the three previous mechanisms imply that obtaining legal status increases immigrants' bargaining power -given that they enjoy higher occupational mobility, better outside options and no fear of being deported -and reduces the scope for employers to exert monopsonistic power in setting wages and working conditions (Rivera-Batiz (1999) , Hotchkiss & Quispe-Agnoli (2009) ).
From all previous channels, we would expect legal status to unequivocally increase wages and returns to skills for employed immigrants. The effect on employment is, instead, theoretically undetermined because the effects on both labour demand and labour supply are ambiguous. On the demand side, matches with documented immigrants are more stable and do not imply the risk of fines, making them potentially more valuable for employers. Nevertheless, these matches may also imply higher costs if payroll taxes have to be paid and workers have more bargaining power in demanding higher salaries. The overall impact on the labour supply will instead depend on the relative size of the income and substitution effects induced by the higher wages associated with legal status.
2 As we will extensively discuss in section 3, empirical results in the literature on legal status tend to find increases in wages (although with large heterogeneity in the size of the effect) and an ambiguous impact on employment after legalisation.
The variety of the potential channels at work and the ambiguity of some of the theoretical conclusions imply that empirical work is needed to establish the size and the sign of the causal impact of changes of legal status on immigrants' outcomes. Unfortunately, researchers face two major limitations to performing this task. The scarcity of data is obviously the first limitation. Ideally, one would need to interview representative samples of undocumented immigrants, follow them over time and compare before-and after-legalisation outcomes, and have suitable comparison groups of undocumented immigrants randomly excluded from the access to legal status. Unfortunately, the unrecorded nature of undocumented immigration makes data collection a very difficult task to accomplish. As we will see in our literature review (see section 3), few datasets on undocumented immigrants are available to researchers, and all of them suffer from some serious shortcomings.
Even when some data are available, the researcher must address the second major challenge in this literature: unless the endogenous selection into legal status is effectively addressed, a cross-sectional comparison of immigrants with different residence statuses is not necessarily informative about causal relationships. As a matter of fact, any observed differential between documented and undocumented immigrants could be due to differences in either observable characteristics, the returns to those characteristics, or unobserved characteristics related to the selection into legal status. Even having longitudinal data on individuals that change their legal status over time does not necessarily reduce our concerns about selection, unless those changes were exogenously determined. Indeed, it is difficult to determine whether any observed adjustment following legalisation is fully due to the change in visa status or rather to some unobserved individual characteristics. Individuals that are more likely to benefit from legalisation, for instance, are also more likely to make efforts to obtain legal resident status. Similarly, more motivated immigrants are more likely to perform well in the job market and are also more likely to make efforts to adjust their visa status. The selection into legal status is a repeated and continuous process: not only do immigrants make their initial choice regarding the channel of entry (legal vs. illegal) in the host country but, once there, they also keep making new endogenous decisions regarding their residence status (e.g., to apply for amnesty, renew their residence permits, return home after failing to be legalised, etc.). As we discuss in section 3, the existing literature has generally exploited legalisation programs -or similar policies in the host country -in order to find sources of exogenous variation in immigrants' legal status.
Empirical Evidence on Legal Status
In this section, we review the existing empirical literature for the US and Europe on the impact of legal status on labour market outcomes (3.1), immigrants' crime (3.2) and other outcomes (remittances, consumption, health, etc.) (3.3).
Documented and undocumented immigrants in the labour market
The 1986 IRCA in the US , collecting an extensive set of retrospective information relating to their labour market and general socioeconomic experience both at at the time they first entered in the US and the moment of applying for amnesty (in 1986-87) . A second wave of the survey was conducted in 1992, interviewing only about four thousand legalised applicants from the original sample. The LPS sample is representative of all undocumented immigrants in the United States who decided to apply for the IRCA programme and had the necessary documentation to seek legalisation.
These data allow researchers to study the changes in outcomes before and after legalisation, but given that all individuals in the sample were legalised, an (arbitrary) choice of a control group is needed in order to be able to implement a difference-in-differences approach.
Rivera-Batiz (1999) analyses the differences in earnings between legal and illegal Mexican 3 The IRCA included a second legalisation programme the Special Agricultural Worker (SAW) programme that conditioned eligibility on having been employed in the agricultural sector for a minimum amount of time in previous years. Having legalised over 1.2 million unauthorised immigrants, the SAW-IRCA programme had a similar magnitude to the LAW-IRCA programme . Nevertheless, the SAW programme has been almost completely overlooked by the literature. See Sampaio et al. (2013) for an exception.
immigrants in the US, and it is one of the first studies to use LPS data.
4 He first compares a cross-section of LPS respondents and legal Mexican immigrants from the 1990 US Population Census, showing that the latter earn approximately 40 per cent more than the former. Using a Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition, he shows that less than half of this wage gap is explained by differences in observable characteristics between the two groups, suggesting that legal status may account for the remaining difference. Furthermore, he analyses the wage growth experienced by legalised immigrants in the LPS sample. He finds that changes in the characteristics of immigrants over time (in particular, in terms of English proficiency, education and the duration of residence in the US) can only partially explain the observed increased in their wages after legalisation, pointing to the change in legal status as a major determinant of such an improvement. Kossoudji & Cobb-Clark (2000) examine the occupational concentration and mobility of unauthorised Mexican immigrants legalised under IRCA. Using LPS data, the authors obtain information on immigrants' occupations at three points in time: when they first entered the US, when they applied for amnesty (1986) (1987) and after legalisation (1992). They find that unauthorised immigrants have high occupational mobility: almost three-quarters of the individuals in their sample changed occupations both before and after legalisation. They show that while pre-legalisation mobility is primarily driven by English language ability and job characteristics, post-legalisation mobility seems to be almost exclusively due to legalisation itself. Kossoudji & Cobb-Clark (2000) conclude that legal status creates a whole new set of opportunities that allow newly legalised workers to move up the occupational ladder. Kossoudji & Cobb-Clark (2002) aim to assess whether the observed increase in earnings following legalisation observed in previous studies (as in Rivera-Batiz (1999) ) are the result of the change in legal status or rather due to fluctuations in the US labour market conditions that affected workers in the sample. For this purpose, they use LPS data together with a panel of The employment rate, instead, seems to have dropped after legalisation by 5 percentage points for men and by approximately 7 percentage points for women. The authors rationalise this latter finding on employment by suggesting that the higher returns to skills and the eligibility for unemployment insurance implied by the legalisation may raise the reservation wage of skilled workers, who may choose to search longer for better job matches. Moreover, legalised women may be induced to leave the workforce if their household income has increased due to the legalisation of their partners.
Few papers study the impact of the IRCA amnesty programme using data other than LPS data. Borjas & Tienda (1993) use an administrative file containing the individual records of amnesty applicants (Legalisation Application Processing System -LAPS) and draw comparisons with a sample of the foreign-born population from the Current Population Surveys. Although the absence of the information on applicants' educational attainment in the LAPS dataset severely weakens their analysis, the authors find that legal immigrants earn 30 per cent more 8 than their undocumented counterparts.
Three very recent papers (Barcellos (2010) , Lozano & Sorensen (2011) on labour market outcomes is, instead, very limited: she finds a significant increase of 2-3 per cent in wages and non-significant effects on occupation quality and geographical mobility.
The identification strategies in both Pan (2012) and Barcellos (2010) suffer from similar limitations. First,
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Lozano & Sorensen (2011) adopt an alternative approach to exploit the discontinuity in IRCA eligibility. They combine information from US Census data and the Mexican Migration Project (MMP): given that legal status is observed in the latter survey, they first use MMP data to estimate the probability of lacking legal status on demographic variables that are also observed in the Census. The parameters they estimate are then used to predict the likelihood that an individual observed in the US Census is undocumented. Finally, they exploit the 1982 cutoff in IRCA eligibility to develop a difference-in-differences approach where they compare the (predicted) undocumented immigrants who arrived in the US before and after 1982 with either the (predicted) undocumented immigrants who arrived before and after a placebo threshold in 1992 or with the (predicted) documented immigrants who arrived before and after 1982.
They estimate that the IRCA amnesty implied a substantial increase (20 log points) in the labour market earnings of Mexican immigrants. Their estimates suggest that this gain can be primarily explained by increased occupational mobility.
Other legalisation programs in the US
The IRCA legalisation programs were not the only amnesties offered in the US in the last several decades. The 1997 Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central American Relief Act (NACARA)
granted legal status to approximately 450,000 immigrants from Nicaragua, Cuba, Guatemala, and El Salvador. Kaushal (2006) investigates its labour market effects: using data from the Current Population Survey and a difference-in-differences approach, she compares immigrants from eligible countries with immigrants from other comparable Latin American countries. She finds that NACARA had a modest negative (but insignificant) effect on the employment of their approach tends to underestimate the effect of legalisation because an unknown share of the immigrants in their "treatment" group (those who arrived before the cutoff year) were already legal before the IRCA amnesty. Second, in the datasets they use, the year of arrival is coded in groups of two to five years, preventing them from comparing individuals in a truly small neighborhood of the eligibility threshold date (threatening the credibility of the identifying assumption in their regression discontinuity design). Third, the US entered in a severe recession in 1980, with the unemployment rate peaking in 1982-83. This implies that one could expect the control group (i.e., the cohort of immigrants that arrived in the US in 1982 and after) to perform worse than those that arrived before 1982, irrespectively of the IRCA amnesty, leading to an exaggeration of the legalisation effect. Rather than studying an amnesty programme , Lofstrom et al. (2013) look at the labour market outcomes of immigrants who gain legal permanent resident (LPR) status in the US (mostly through their close family ties to US citizens or to immigrants who are already LPRs).
They use data from the New Immigrant Survey -a nationally representative multi-cohort longitudinal study of new legal immigrants and their children -and distinguish between immigrants who, prior to becoming LPRs, were undocumented from those who already had legal (although temporary) residence status. Their empirical approach relies on a comparison of occupational mobility and wages between these two groups of immigrants (but they do not explicitly address the endogenous selection of immigrants in one group or the other). Similarly to Kaushal (2006) and Orrenius et al. (2012) , they find evidence of improved labour market outcomes attributable to legal status only for highly skilled workers.
Amnesties in Europe
Although amnesties are relatively frequent events in European countries -Casarico et al. Their paper departs from the US literature in analysing, for the first time, the effects of an amnesty that conditioned eligibility both on a minimum residence requirement (similar to all of the legalisation programs studied in the US context) and on being employed at the moment of the application. Furthermore, the authors argue that amnesty eligibility status per se may generate important labour market consequences for undocumented immigrants even before legalisation takes place. Indeed, they estimate the effect of being offered legal status (i.e., the transition from being an undocumented immigrant to becoming an amnesty applicant) rather than the effect of actually gaining legal status (i.e., the transition from applicant status to legal immigrant) that has been the focus of previous studies. In their empirical strategy, they exploit the discontinuity in the predetermined arrival requirement -together with a unique dataset of undocumented immigrants collected by an Italian NGO -to identify the causal effect of amnesty eligibility on employment probability (unfortunately, wages are not observed in the dataset they use). They find that the prospect of legal status significantly increases the employment probability of those immigrants who are potentially eligible for the amnesty relative to other undocumented immigrants. The size of the effect is equivalent to about twothirds of the increase in employment that undocumented immigrants in their sample normally experience in their first year since arrival in Italy.
Legal Status and Crime
Although comparatively small with respect to the large body of evidence on the labour market impact of immigration, a growing stream of literature has focused on the effects of immigration on crime, both in the US (Butcher & Piehl (1998a) , Butcher & Piehl (1998b) , Borjas et al. (2010) , Spenkuch (2014) ) and in Europe (Bianchi et al. (2012) ; Bell et al. (2013) ). If immigrants -and undocumented immigrants in particular -are disadvantaged in the labour market, a standard economic model of criminal activity decision (Becker (1968) ) would suggest that they should be more likely to engage in crime. As a matter of fact, legal status may profoundly affect criminal behaviour by altering the relative payoffs of legitimate and illegitimate activities ). Nevertheless, theoretical predictions on the effect of legal status on the propensity to engage in crime are ambiguous. By improving labour market prospects, legali- Hispanic and non-Hispanic individuals before and after the 1986 IRCA reform in a differencein-differences setting. Given that they do not observe residence status in the data, they use 13 Hispanic ethnicity to proxy for undocumented immigrants. Rather than finding a reduction in crime as a consequence of legalisation, they observe that the crime rates of the two groups diverge once the legalisation is concluded, with Hispanic citizens engaging in significantly higher levels of criminal activity. They justify their findings with the notion of the IRCA reform making it harder for undocumented immigrants to find jobs in the US.
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Empirical work on legal status and immigrant crime in Europe has exclusively focused on
Italy, exploiting a variety of policies that induced exogenous changes in legal status. All these studies show that obtaining legal status significantly reduces immigrants' propensity to commit crime.
The European Enlargement of January 2007 is used by Mastrobuoni & Pinotti (forthcoming) to compare the criminal behaviour of immigrants from new EU member countries (Romania and Bulgaria) and from candidate member countries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Turkey). On the 1st of January 2007, the former group switched from being (mostly) undocumented to having European citizen status, while the latter group was not affected. The Enlargement occurred a few months after a mass clemency bill released thousand of detainees from Italian prisons, allowing the authors to set up a difference-in-differences approach and study the recidivism rate of released inmates belonging to the two groups of nationalities. They find a substantial effect of legal status -a 50% reduction in re-offending rate -that explains up to two-thirds of the observed differences in crime rates between legal and illegal immigrants.
Some peculiar features of the Italian migration policy, instead, provide Pinotti (2014) with a quasi-experimental setting in which to analyse the role of legal status in determining the probability of receiving a criminal charge. The Italian quota system is vastly used to legalise the residence status of undocumented immigrants who are already working in the country rather than to allow new entrants legitimate access to the Italian labour market (Fasani (2010) ).
Candidates must apply for working permits through an online electronic procedure held in a single "click-day" of the year, and applications are processed on a first-come, first-served basis until the regional quotas that have been previously set are filled. After having matched applicants' records with police data on criminal charges, Pinotti (2014) develops a regression discontinuity design that compares the criminal behaviour of individuals that applied just before and just after the exhaustion of the quota. His baseline estimates show that the probability of committing a crime increases by approximately 50 per cent for applicants who were denied legal status for a matter of seconds.
Finally, Fasani (2014) looks for evidence of significant drops in immigrant crime rates in the aftermath of a legalisation process. He exploits both geographical variation in the number of immigrants legalised in different Italian regions and time variation coming from the frequency of general amnesty granted in Italy (in 1990 , 1995 , 1998 see Fasani (2010) ) during the period he studies (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) . He addresses the potential endogeneity of the regional intensity of the "legalisation treatment" by instrumenting the actual number of legalised immigrants with predicted measures obtained from applications in a previous amnesty. 7 His findings show that in the year following an amnesty measure, regions in which a higher share of immigrants obtained legal status experienced a decline in immigrant crime rates relative to other regions.
The effect is statistically significant but relatively small in magnitude, and it is not persistent.
Further Outcomes
Having legal status may produce consequences for immigrants' behaviour and outcomes beyond their labour market integration and criminal choices. with respect to comparable immigrants taken from the former group. They analyse the Italian context using survey data that allow the authors to distinguish immigrants by residence status and to measure their income, consumption, savings and remittances decisions. 9 They address the endogenous selection into legal status, proposing an identification strategy that exploits temporary rainfall shocks in the source country at the time of emigration as an exogenous determinant of initial legal status in the host country. The persistence in legal status links those pre-migration shocks to current legal status. Their IV estimates show that undocumented immigrants consume approximately 41 per cent less than documented immigrants, conditional 8 They argue that if migrants remit mainly for altruistic or savings/investment purposes, legalisation may lead to larger remittance flows as a consequence of improved labour market outcomes and higher income. On the contrary, the acquisition of legal status facilitates family reunification, possibly inducing immigrants to move their close relatives to the host country and thus to reduce their incentives to remit. If remittances are instead motivated by insurance purposes, the reduction in uncertainty experienced by legalised immigrants may reduce their propensity to remit. 9 We use this dataset in the empirical analysis we present in section 4. (2010) relies on cross-county variation in the number of immigrants legalised. His estimates point to a substantial reduction in mortality rates in counties in which a larger share of the population obtained legal status.
Furthermore, immigrants' educational levels may be influenced by residence status. As a matter of fact, legalisation should reinforce immigrants' incentives to invest in human capital by increasing their returns to education. As far as we know, the only article that investigates this channel is Pan (2012) . Besides analysing the impact of the IRCA amnesty on labour market outcomes (see section 3.1), she examines the English-speaking ability of immigrants, finding that male immigrants who could have benefited from the 1986 legalisation were more proficient than those who were (probably) excluded from the amnesty. Bean et al. (2011) 
Undocumented Immigrants in Italy and the 2002 Amnesty
A substantial presence of undocumented immigrants has been a persistent feature of the Italian migration experience. Italy's large shadow economy, an inconsistent migration policy and its geographical shape and position are all factors that have likely contributed to generate and sustain this pattern (Fasani (2010) ). In the attempt to reduce its unauthorised resident population, Italy has often resorted to amnesties, offering seven legalisation programs in the last three decades (in 1986, 1990, 1995, 1998, 2002, 2009 and 2012) . Overall, approximately The frequency and size of these general amnesties make Italy an ideal candidate for analysing the consequences of similar policies.
Legal foreign residents in Italy must hold a residence permit that is issued by the Italian police authorities. This is a renewable document whose duration depends on the reason for entry into Italy (work, family reunification, study, etc.) but does not generally exceed two years. The reason for entry also determines whether the immigrant is allowed to work in Italy.
After having been legal residents in Italy for at least five years, immigrants with an income above a certain threshold can apply for permanent resident status (in Italian: "Carta di sog- 
Data and Descriptive Statistics
We use data from an annual survey run by an Italian research foundation called ISMU. The ISMU (Initiatives and Studies on Multiethnicity) Foundation is an autonomous and independent organisation promoting studies, research and projects on multi-ethnic and multi-cultural society, and focussing in particular on the phenomenon of international migrations (www.ismu.org).
12 The first step of this methodology is to create a list of popular intercept points (e.g., ethnic shops and gatherings, churches, healthcare facilities) and then randomly select the meeting points and the migrants who visit them for interviews. At each location, interviewees are asked how often they visit any of the other meeting points, which allows ex-post selection probabilities to be computed into the sample. See Accetturo & Infante (2010) and Dustmann et al. (2014) for a description of these data.
share of the immigrant population residing in Italy.
13 The survey questionnaire contains a variety of questions on individual characteristics (e.g., demographics, labour market outcomes, residence status) and household characteristics (e.g., number of household members in Italy, family members abroad, housing). The ISMU survey is specifically designed to elicit the truthful reporting of residence status, and it allows interviewees to be distinguished into three groups:
undocumented immigrants, temporary residents and permanent residents. amnesty, and we can identify both the undocumented immigrants who applied for amnesty (but were still waiting for their application to be processed) and those who were granted legal status through the amnesty. In our empirical analysis, we compare the labour market outcomes of these different groups of immigrants.
We construct four measures of labour market performance: (i) the probability of being employed, (ii) log monthly earnings, (iii) the probability of having a job with a formal employment contract and (iv) the probability of having a low-quality occupation.
15 The probability of being employed is computed only for immigrants who report to be actively part of the labour force, while the other three outcomes are analysed only for the subpopulation of employed immigrants. 16 We measure occupation quality with two commonly used socioeconomic indexes of occupational status: the International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI) and the Standard International Occupational Prestige Scale (SIOPS) (Ganzeboom & Treiman (1996) ). 14 Permanent residents include a minority of individuals that have acquired Italian citizenship. 15 Unfortunately, the ISMU surveys do not collect information on hourly wages and hours worked. 16 Students, housewives and elderly people (over 65) are disproportionately present among the population of permanent residents -relative to temporary and undocumented immigrants -and, if kept in the sample, they would complicate the interpretation of any comparison across groups.
17 The former index captures the attributes of occupations that convert education into income, while the latter measures the level of prestige associated with occupations. Both indexes assign a numerical value to each occupation in the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO88), with higher values corresponding to occupations that reward education more or are more prestigious.
of ISEI and SIOPS taken from Ganzeboom & Treiman (1996) A substantial degree of heterogeneity by residence status is evident when we look at labour market outcomes (bottom panel of 
Empirical Strategy
Our empirical analysis is developed in three steps. In the first two, we provide descriptive evidence on differentials in average labour market outcomes across different groups of immigrants, while in the last one, we exploit the 2002 Italian amnesty in order to identify the causal effect of legal status.
Undocumented, temporary and permanent residents. We first compare labour market outcomes of the three groups of immigrants discussed in the previous section. Holding permanent residents as benchmark, we estimate the following equation:
where: y itp is a labour market outcome of immigrant i interviewed in year t and residing in the Italian province p; α 0 is a constant; temp itp and undoc itp are dummies identifying immi-18 As a matter of fact, the Italian legislation prevents immigrants that lack legal residence status from having a valid contract of employment, implying that the share of undeclared workers should be at 100 per cent among this latter group of immigrants. Immigrants' responses to this question should therefore be interpreted by taking into account that some of the interviewees may confound stable and continuative employment relationships with having a valid employment contract.
grants who have temporary residence status and illegal status, respectively; X itp is a matrix of individual controls; δ t are year dummies; η p are Italian province of residence dummies; u itp is an idiosyncratic shock. The coefficients of interest in this equation are α 1 and α 2 : they identify how labour market outcomes of immigrants with temporary residence status and undocumented immigrants, respectively, differ on average from those of comparable immigrants with permanent residence status. This part of the analysis is purely descriptive: we do not have an identification strategy to address the selection into residence status and the coefficients we estimate are not necessarily pinning down the causal impact of migrants' residence status on their labour market performance. for their application to be processed) and those who did not. We restrict the sample to those that arrived in 2002 or before in order to include everyone who was potentially entitled to apply for the amnesty.
19 We now hold immigrants with temporary residence status as the benchmark group, and we estimate the following equation:
Similarly to equation (1), y itp is a labour market outcome of immigrant i interviewed in year t and residing in the Italian province p; β 0 is a constant; undoc N Oappl itp and undoc appl itp 19 As a matter of fact, undocumented immigrants that arrived after the 11th of June 2002 were theoretically ineligible for amnesty (see Devillanova et al. (2014) ). Nevertheless, at least some of them may have been able to find an employer willing to support their application before the deadline for submissions expired (i.e., the 13th of November 2002). Our findings are basically identical if we use only immigrants that arrived in Italy in 2001 or earlier. are dummies that identify undocumented immigrants who did not apply and applied for the 2002 amnesty, respectively; X itp is a matrix of individual controls; δ t are year dummies; η p are Italian province of residence dummies; ν itp is an idiosyncratic shock. We are now interested in coefficients β 1 and β 2 , identifying differences in average labour markets between immigrants with temporary residence status and undocumented immigrants who did not apply for the 2002 amnesty and those who did apply, respectively. As before, the endogenous selection into status prevents us from providing a causal interpretation of our estimated coefficients. 
where y itp is a labour market outcome of immigrant i interviewed in year t and residing in the Italian province p, while legalised itp is a dummy equal to one if the applicant has been granted legal status and zero if she is still waiting for an answer regarding her application. As for the previously estimated equations: γ 0 is a constant term; X itp is a matrix of individual controls; δ t are year dummies; η p are Italian province of residence dummies; itp is an idiosyncratic shock.
By only considering the population of applicants, we do not need to worry about differences in unobservable characteristics that potentially drove the process of selection-into-amnesty and could instead make applicants and non-applicants hardly comparable. Our strategy is analogous to the approach used by Angrist (1998) filing her application in the first days of the submission window will substantially increase the probability of her application being processed earlier with respect to someone submitting the application in the last days. We can expect these two individuals to differ along many unobservable dimensions. Still, if applicants legalised earlier have "better" unobservables than those who are still waiting for a resolution on their application -as it is reasonable to expectwe would overestimate the causal effect of legal status.
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We estimate the three models above with OLS regressions (for log earnings) and Linear Probability Model regressions (for the binary outcomes), and we always use heteroscedasticityrobust standard errors. In all regressions, we control for "Baseline controls" that include year dummies and province of residence dummies (there are 11 provinces in the Lombardy region).
Furthermore, we gradually add individual controls (gender, age, age squared, education dummies, years since arrival in Italy) and a full set of country of origin dummies (151 in our sample).
Results
Undocumented, temporary and permanent residents. We first report our empirical findings from estimating equation (1). Table 2 reports estimates for the probability of being employed (columns 1-4) and log monthly earnings (columns 5-8). In order to make these three groups of immigrants more comparable and ensure common support, in columns 1-3 and 5-7, we 21 In our view, any reasonable hypothesis on the functioning of the applications' evaluation would lead to expect, if anything, an overestimation of the effect of becoming a legal resident. Suppose, for instance, that the Italian authorities adopted different routines in the process of reviewing applications. If they started assessing the applications that looked more founded (e.g., higher wages, better occupations, larger firms, etc.), we would have that those legalised earlier have a stronger labour market performance than those still waiting for a response. If, on the contrary, they first eliminated applications patently unfounded (e.g., those with fake employers), they would just make legalised applicants and "waiting-for-legalisation" applicants more similar to each other, as both groups would be left only with individuals that are truly eligible for legalisation. In addition, one may worry about how rejections may possibly affect estimation results. This seems to be a minor issue given that the acceptance rate for the 2002 amnesty was extremely high at approximately 95 per cent. Nevertheless, rejections would again bias our results in the direction of finding better labour market outcomes for the applicants who were granted legal status: among the immigrants who are still waiting for an answer, we have both future successful and future unsuccessful applicants, while among the legalised, we only have the former, who are likely to have a better labour market performance than the latter.
restrict the sample to immigrants with at most ten years of residence in Italy. Results from our preferred specification are reported in columns 3 and 7, where we condition year dummies, province dummies, individual controls and country of origin dummies. In columns 4 and 8, we remove the restriction on the maximum duration of permanence in Italy.
According to unconditional estimates (column 1), temporary immigrants have a significantly lower probability of being employed than permanent immigrants. Nevertheless, the coefficient becomes positive and remains highly significant when individual controls are included in the specification, suggesting that temporary immigrants have individual characteristics (such as shorter permanence in Italy) that make them less likely to be employed. According to the estimates in column 3, temporary immigrants are about two percentage points more likely to have a job than comparable permanent residents, although the difference becomes insignificant when we use the full sample (column 4). Monthly earnings for temporary residents are significantly lower than they are for permanent residents: 3 per cent lower in our preferred specification (column 7) and almost 6 per cent when we use the full sample. As expected, immigrants without legal status are significantly less likely to be employed and, conditional on having a job, they have significantly lower earnings than permanent residents. In our preferred specifications (columns 3 and 7), we find that undocumented immigrants are 4 percentage points less likely to be employed and, when employed, they earn approximately 16 per cent (18 log points) less than comparable immigrants with permanent legal status. Excluding individual controls (columns 1 and 5) substantially increases these estimated gaps, implying that the personal characteristics of undocumented immigrants negatively affect their labour market performance in Italy. In the last two rows of table 2, we test for the equality of the coefficients on the temporary resident and undocumented status dummies. In all cases, we conclude that undocumented immigrants have significantly lower employment probability and lower earnings than immigrants with temporary residence status.
In table 3, we analyse the differences in the quality of employment. As explained above, we use three indicators: (i) being in regular employment (columns 1-4), (ii) having an occupation 28
with an ISEI index below 30 (columns 5-8) and (iii) having an occupation with a SIOPS index below 30 (columns 9-12). The structure of the table is analogous to that of the previous one. In our preferred specification, we find no significant difference in the probability of working in the underground sector between temporary and permanent residents (column 3). Nevertheless, the former are about 8 percentage points more likely to have a low-quality occupation (columns 7 and 11). As it is obvious to expect from the fact that undocumented immigrants cannot have a recorded job in Italy, column 3 shows that they are about 70 percentage points less likely to be working with a formal contract of employment than comparable permanent residents. The quality of their occupations is also significantly lower: the probability of having a job associated to an ISEI (SIOPS) index below thirty is about 14 (10) percentage points higher than for permanent residents (columns 7 and 11). In the last two rows of Table 3 , we test for the equality of coefficients on the temporary resident and undocumented status dummies: immigrants lacking legal status have a significantly higher probability of being employed without a formal contract than temporary residents, while the difference in the quality of the occupation held is significant with the ISEI index (column 8) but not with the SIOPS index (column 12).
2002 amnesty: applicants, non-applicants and temporary residents. We now present the results from estimating equation (2) is analogous to our previous empirical exercise. Table 4 shows that undocumented immigrants who did not apply for the amnesty have a significantly lower probability of being employed (-0.15 p.p.) and lower earnings (-0.26 log points) than comparable temporary residents. We find no significant difference in employment probability, instead, between undocumented immigrants who applied for the 2002 amnesty and temporary immigrants (column 3), although the former earn about 4 per cent less than the latter (column 7). When we consider the quality ofemployment in table 5, we find that non-applicant undocumented immigrants have a dramatically higher probability of working in the shadow economy (77 percentage points higher, column 3), although they do not have occupations of significantly lower quality (columns 7 and 11).
Amnesty applicants also have a significantly higher probability of working in an unrecorded job position than temporary residents. 22 Remarkably, undocumented applicants have occupations of significantly lower quality than temporary residents, being 7 (5) per cent more likely to have an occupation with ISEI (SIOPS) below thirty.
2002 amnesty: only applicants. Finally, we discuss our estimates from equation (3) , and the former group is about one year older than the latter. In order to take into account these differences, in our regression analysis, we will always condition on individual characteristics. Remarkably, table 6 suggests that there is little difference in employment and earnings between the two groups: legalised immigrants have slightly better labour market 22 The estimated coefficient is smaller in absolute value than the coefficient for non-applicants and significantly different from it (minus 0.28 versus minus 0.77; column 3). Given that undocumented immigrants cannot technically have a formal employment contract in Italy, this difference between applicants and non-applicants suggests that the former anticipate that their positions will (possibly) be legalised in the near future.
outcomes than applicants who are still waiting for their applications to be processed, but the differences are tiny (two percentage points more in employment and three log points more in earnings) and only marginally significant. Table 7 instead shows a clear -although fairly mechanical -effect of the legalisation: immigrants who were granted legal status are 25-30 percentage points more likely to have a regular contract with their employers (columns 1-4).
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No strong evidence of upgrading in the quality of occupations is instead found in the remaining columns of 7: all coefficients are negative, but they are small and marginally significant or insignificant. Taken together, the estimates reported in table 6 and in table 7 suggest that being granted legal status seems to make little difference for the immigrants. As discussed in section 4.3, any reasonable concern about endogenous selection into legal status would lead to an exaggeration of its true effect: if anything, our tiny and marginally significant estimates on employment probability and earnings are an upper bound of the actual causal effect. In both   table 6 and table 7 
Interpreting the Results: is Legal Status Irrelevant?
The descriptive part of our analysis (i.e., the estimation of equations (1) and (2)) confirms that immigrants with a more stable residence status in the host country have better outcomes in the labour market. These findings are consistent with the literature on naturalisations (Bratsberg et al. (2002); Mazzolari (2009) ) and transitions from temporary to permanent residence status (Mukhopadhyay & Oxborrow (2012) ).
On the contrary, when we (arguably) identify the causal impact of legal status on amnesty applicants' outcomes, we fail to find a sizeable and significant effect on employment, earnings and occupational quality, while observing a fairly mechanical negative effect on being in undeclared employment. In order to interpret these latter results, we need to consider the specific design of the amnesty we are studying and the fact that we are are looking at very short-term effects of legalisation.
As discussed in section 4.1, the 2002 amnesty required the immigrants to satisfy a minimum residence requirement and to be in employment at the moment of applying for legal status. The presence of an employment requirement is expected to generate a shift in the labour supply of undocumented immigrants and makes this amnesty different from the legalisation programs we have discussed in the US context.
24 Indeed, when the amnesty is announced, undocumented immigrants who satisfy the residence requirement will suddenly attribute substantially more value to being employed than before, given that having a job now also implies the possibility of becoming legal (in addition to the salary one earns). If potential applicants attach a positive value to becoming a legal resident, they will try their best to maintain their jobs (if employed) or to find a job (if unemployed). In order to do that, they will be probably ready to accept lower wages, longer working hours and less attractive occupations: one may therefore observe a sharp increase in the employment rate of amnesty applicants before legalisation (as in Devillanova et al. (2014) ) and possibly a reduction in their wages and in the quality of their occupations and working conditions. Once a legal status is obtained, immigrants will reap the benefits of having more occupational mobility, access to welfare, zero risk of deportation, etc., and they will start bargaining for higher salaries, looking for better job matches, moving into better occupations, etc. After legalisation, therefore, there should be a progressive adjustment towards better occupations and higher wages and possibly a reduction in the employment rate. This latter process is gradual because it takes time to renegotiate working conditions with existing employers or to find an alternative employer.
Our empirical findings are fully consistent with these theoretical predictions. Indeed, tables 4 and 5 show that amnesty applicants experience a sizeable increase in their probability of being employed: they have an employment rate that is substantially higher than non-applicants and not significantly different from that of temporary residents. Their earnings are also higher than those of non-applicants (but still significantly lower than those of temporary residents), but they seem to have accepted a downgrade in the quality of their occupations, which is significantly lower than that of both non-applicants and temporary residents. When applicants become legal -see results in tables 6 and 7 -the only immediate effect is moving out from the shadow economy, while the other outcomes (employment, earnings and occupational quality) experience only marginal (and hardly significant) improvements. Indeed, employment can hardly increase more (given that it has already reached the level of temporary residents), while the positive effect on earnings and occupation will probably become visible only in the medium-long run Overall, our results suggest that obtaining legal status matter for the labour market outcomes of immigrants. However, the specific design of the amnesty analysed determines the timing and progression of the effects. An amnesty with an employment requirement creates the incentives for a shift in the labour supply of undocumented immigrants, increases their employment rate even before legalisation and possibly reduces their wages and occupation quality.
Once legal status is secured, the immigrant will then gradually move to higher-quality and better-paid occupations. This pre-legalisation effect on immigrants' labour supply does not exist for amnesties that exclusively condition eligibility for legal status on a minimum period of residence (e.g., LAW-IRCA), implying that our empirical results would have been different if the 2002 Italian amnesty had such a design.
Beyond amnesties, it is worth stressing that such a supply-side mechanism is in place forany of the widespread temporary workers programs or other migration schemes that condition the issuance and/or renewal of a visa on having an employer that is willing to support the application. Our empirical analysis is therefore also informative about the effect of those policies.
Conclusions
The debate on the future of the 11.5 undocumented immigrants estimated to be currently residing in the US unequivocally demonstrates the need for a better understanding of the role of legal status in determining immigrants' outcomes, choices and behaviour. Not only do we know relatively little about the consequences of lacking legal status but we also know possibly even less about the effects that different policies that affect legal status may produce. Academic research contributes to informing this and similar debates in other receiving countries, but substantial work still needs to be done.
As the literature review proposed in this paper shows, most of the initial articles in this new field of research have focused on one single policy episode -the Legally Authorised Workers (LAW) programme introduced by the 1986 IRCA in the US -and predominately used the same sources of data. Recent years, instead, have witnessed a promising expansion and acceleration of the research conducted in this area: an increasing number of papers has considered new policy experiments, focused on new outcomes, explored novel datasets and proposed innovative and rigorous identification strategies. All of these improvements suggest that many of the policyrelevant questions concerning legal status and amnesties will soon be addressed and possibly answered. Notes: The table reports Linear Probability Model estimates of labor market outcomes (probability of being in formal employment in columns 1-4; probability of having an occupation with index ISEI<30 in columns 5-8; probability of having an occupation with index SIOPS<30 in columns 9-12) on dummies for residence status and other controls. The "Temporary" and "Undocumented" dummies identify immigrants, respectively, with temporary residence status and without legal status. Immigrants with permanent residence status are the benchmark group. "Baseline controls" include year dummies (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) and 11 province of residence dummies; "Individual controls" include gender, age, age squared, education dummies, years since arrival in Italy; "Country of origin" include a full set of 151 country dummies. In columns 1-3, 5-7 and 9-11 we restrict the sample to immigrants with at most ten years of residence in Italy, while the unrestricted sample is used in columns 4, Notes: The table reports Linear Probability Model (columns 1-4) and OLS (columns 5-8) estimates of labor market outcomes (probability of being employed in columns 1-4; log monthly earnings in columns 5-8) on dummies for residence status and other controls. The "Undocumented -non applicant" and "Undocumented -applicant" dummies identify undocumented immigrants that, respectively, did not apply and applied for the 2002 amnesty. Immigrants with temporary residence status are the benchmark group. "Baseline controls" include year dummies (2003) (2004) and 11 province of residence dummies; "Individual controls" include gender, age, age squared, education dummies, years since arrival in
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Italy; "Country of origin" include a full set of 151 country dummies. In columns 1-3 and 5-7 we restrict the sample to immigrants with at most ten years of residence in Italy, while the unrestricted sample is used in columns 4 and 8.
ISMU survey years: [2003] [2004] . Heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors in parentheses: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Notes: The table reports Linear Probability Model estimates of labor market outcomes (probability of being in formal employment in columns 1-4; probability of having an occupation with index ISEI<30 in columns 5-8; probability of having an occupation with index SIOPS<30 in columns 9-12) on dummies for residence status and other controls. The "Undocumented -non applicant" and "Undocumented -applicant" dummies identify undocumented immigrants that, respectively, did not apply and applied for the 2002 amnesty. Immigrants with temporary residence status are the benchmark group. "Baseline controls"
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